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lerner has proposed an equity model used in '±e 
d^^teriDination of fair allocations which suggests that if two 
ir.dividuals are perceived as being similar to and in a posi.t^?e 
rel^ticnship with each other ^ there are tvo possible rules 7 
fair ailocaticn of rewards. If individuals see each ether 2^ 
cccucants cf positions the characteristics of which are iadepe-^^tfit 
of asy ir.fividuals occupying theai, and see each other's behavir: 
the product of their respective positions, the equity rule appl-;%£ 
If tbev are perceived as persons who might occupy any f:os±ticn sjic 
whose behavior stems from individual characteristics, an e^uali:rv or 
parity rule cf allocation will be followed. A scciai-percepxion t^r 
of the influence of personal ard positional relationships on 
allocations was conducted with icale and female undergraduates. 
Pesaits indicated that: ( 1) definitions of relationship are 
iaiport^n- determinants of allccaticb ±cr both sexes; (la sex 
differences exist for traditicrally sex-typed ihdiyidu^23 onl^ «di=r 
relaticnsr.ips are not dependent clearly either on persc^ or pos^— r:.: 
a::d (3) rcrh sexes see allocation cf rewards as a determinant or 
future ir.-er actions. (Author /HIM) 
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Fer-ccived K ^lationship, Sex-roLe CrientationT 
Aii^it Gendei BirXerences in keward Allocation 

Maryajn r.e :iow<ien and Mark ? • Zanna 
wTj 1 v-irsi ty oi VaterLoo 



£c;uit^ theori*-C^- have maintciined that a lair 
t ri butioii ut re^trrrt between two i ^ i v rau-a I s one whicn 

t-^iiectc; tai* ratio ^ -laeir inputs ( Au-^mr * 1965; Walster and 

Vatster, 5)» A ?n t oaper by Ler*--r ( 1 977 , however^ 

:^ei^ ts t at t nc --r— ity rule is onc^ one of raany used in 
?rininin:^ rTa i r a. L Icr^ — r i&ns* He prot&^es a model *hich 
^Ui^^ests t,.at -wu _n.dividuals »i ^ perceived as bein^ 

stnfc^Llar ccnci in a px^sit^ve relationsh.z with each other 

triiere a-r:= trwo pcs.sible ri—Les that will ^ive fair allocation 
of rewarcs=>* If The indi v ^ luals see eac J- ot he r as occupan ts 
ijf posi^-e^as» wnose chur xct e ris t ics Jire independent of any 
in. U vi J^al^ occ-^oyini» the:ii^ and see ea other's behavior as 
»n product of their re^ipective Posi ionst the equity rule 
*PP-iei5* Itj on the oth^r hd^nd* they are perceived as 
p^r??on5= who cci^iht occupy any number of position^i and whose 
b»- lavior stems from their individual characteristics or 
T»<^jte-up^ an eo-uality or parity rule of allocation would be 
,t flowed, retrardi^ess of relative input* 

The equity model and Lerner"s model nake quite different 
=re<lictions in an allocation situation if the perceived 
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relationships are varied, particularly if inputs are 
unequal* Ecuity theory suggests that interpersonal 
reta t ion ship would maXe no difference # and that at location 
should be strictly accordin£r to input* Vrhile Lerner's model 
predicts an eQuitabte allocatioTi for the positional 
relationship, it would predict an equal allocation for ttie 
personal relationship* 

A study des i^ned to test these a 1 1 e r na t i ve^s al^o 
provides an interesting^ context in which to examine sex 
differences in allocations* Since it has been found that 
iaales tend to allocate more equitably than females mhen 
eaulty implies an unequal allocation (Leventhal and 
Anderson, 1970; Leventhal and Lane, 1970), it misnt well be 
that males and females perceive ambiguous relationships as 
positional and personal, respectively, and allocate 
acco rd in^ ly* 

We desi;s:ned a social— perception test of the influence of 
personal iind positional relationships on allocations* Ve 
had t»o questions in mind in conducting the study: 

*) Do allocations follow an equity rule fcr positional 
relationships and an equality rule for personal 
re la t i onships? 

2) if a relationship between individuals is unclear, 
will females perceive it as "personal" and males as 
"positional," and will they allocate acco rd i n^^ ly ? 

i 



A zxuaber of pilot studJae-s «ndJ > <^.ct as desi^ a booklet 

contai.nin^ three allocat-o^ stt,ri '«f involvin^z a 

personal relationship, one ' olvin^ a positional 

relationship, txn^i. one »nicr. ^tjsx^i^uous as to 

r^^^'^j-^^'^ship. The basic script c * «i-ocataon story %as 

ttS lottowsi T»o ixniversiXy stUiSertrf, vc - leer to help out 
with a task. In the Same len ;t" v>f time ^ one student does 
twice as much work as the other. t t^r workin^- they are 

unexpectedly offered a reward uf -^20),^ aaaipulation of 

relationship was achieved by pr€. rn^ an allocation 
situation with a description oi -evitous occasions upon 

which rhe individuals had in-- ,^<j;« The dimension 

involved in the manipulation wo-cs i onss^traint of behavior 

by role. Just one aspect of the z^r^ / position di st i r<-r t ion- 
Behavior in the positional relc ^nip was constrained by 
role; the individuals did some beca use their roles 
demanded it. In the persontiL tionship, role did not 
constrain behavior; the individui.. i.i something althou/ih 
tnsi r rotes did not demand . in each case, the 
individuals helped one aaaother ir ntse previous occasions. 
A complex coun t erba lanctni4 sche9>«^ *« s worked out to control 
for content of the allocs^tion situir ions, content of the 
relationship manipulations, combimt ions of the two, and 
order effects. In addition tc the xir^cpendcnt Vcuriafclo each 
booklet contained a number of dependent measures which were 



taken arter eticfa $^rocr?. The main dependent measure in - . ch 
conditiasa Wixs trnr> su±5^t^ci*s perception of the pr .uar 
attocttt-Lon of re^ar- in rhe situaticn described. In 
acldltlox;.^ there we-r* a r raxter- of man i p v: la ti on checkSt roth 
<Iirect a^d indirect. ^41. ^c!^^s also filLed out a Bern Sex 
Kole inventory (Beat 

We ran 144 unc!t- -^^^radJtj^ t es from the University of 
ilaterloqr 72 males ani^ T2 fenales. Each sutsject filled out 
a booklet that con^t^ined all three conditions and *he 
respective dependent :n^asares;« The final measure «as he 
Bern Sex Sole Inventory (3SRI). The basic analysis, then, 
• as a 2 (sex of sub.:ect) X 3 (interpersonal relationship) 
analysis of varia=re, with interpersonal relationship a 
within— subjec t vari.» cle. 

*^sults and Discussion 
ifercei ved Relat l onsr^xn (Table 1) 

Pe rsonal and xxj si tional relations hips were hri^fly 
defi*.cd for the suba** ts, and they were asked to indicate 
which relationship <:->i:i>^ted in the preceding! story on a two- 
point scale (1 indir^ted '"personal" and 2 indicated 
"positional"). Ihr main effect for interpersonal 

relationship was reliarale at ^''^•Ol (f( 2,274 ) = 132.01). As 
can be seen in Table i both mates and females perceived the 
intended rela t i onsh i t-r, in the personal and positional 
conditions* In the ^mt-^i^uous condition, however, both sexes 



indicated .jiat they felt the -s^ ationship v more iikely 

positional tUan personal in ni^ru^e^ A siffi: itr measure usin^ 

n II — point scale ( -5 = persor. r^o +S = p^B^itioii) yielded 
similar re^salti^ (£(2,274) = 22: S3)* 

^ ^'^^^^ti ?ns (Table 2) 

Subjects were asked to in iicate hoii the aoney should be 
ivi ded i . each case. The all oca t ion score were -rouped by 

overall xrequency into 3 -roups, and scored 1, 2» and 3- (A 
iicore of 1 indicates 50%, 2 indicates 60-68%, and 3 

indicates 69— 80%« These scores refer to the percentage 
UOln^ to the individual doin- the most i»ork« ) A^ain only the 
main effect for interpersonal relationship w^j, reliable 
(£( 2,274 ) = S-88, B<-Oi)* As can be seen in Table 2, subjects 
allocated more equally in the irersonal condition 
( un transformed mean of 55«65%) than in either the positional 
( untransforaied mean of 53^32%) or the ambiguous 

( un trans for ineU mean of 68^55%) conditions* 

Ro Qrientat io Q (Table 3) 

An analysis of variance employin|2 only masculine and 
near— masculine males and feminine and near— f emin ^ ne females 
fiem , 1974) was also performed* Andro;*ynOus and cross 
sex-typed individuals were eliminated^* This analysis 
indicated that both the main effect for interpersonal 
relationship and the interaction between sex of subject and 
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interpersona.L r f^-. -rl oorship were^ reliable (f ( 2 » 1 48 J=3 .70 1 
J2<.03; anrf £( 2^, 14e^ ^4.32, £<.bl, respectively). As can be 
seen in Table th aale^ and fenales allocated nore 

eaually in the pc-r-ooal condition than in the positional 
conxiition« in lue anabi^uous conditicn, however, fenales 
allocated more errrui 1 Ly than dia ^he males ( t( 69 > = 2«65) 
£<«01. in * -.i^ analysis, then, the traditional sex 

difference in a .Location was i^eplicated in the ambiguous 
condition^ a sinilar analysis on the perception of 

relationship me^ure* however, ^id no 1 indicate that female 
and iaale subjects differentially perceived the relationship 
in this critical cor^tJition. 

The results or this tudy seem to indicate that 
perceived re la ti on i5 ::i p is a strongs determinant of 
allocation* Thus, Lerner*s model of Justice is supported. 
Furthermore, it is only when relationship cues were 
anbii^uous and subjects were highly differentiated by sex 
role orientation that the traditional sex difference in 
allocation was found. Although these subjects did not 
differentially perceive the relationship, it was possible 
that they mic^ht, at least, have intended to create different 
relationships by their allocations. A follow— up study 
attempted to determine if this was the case* 

For this study we selected 24 non-androgynous 
under^radua ten, 13 males and il ieraales, from a pool of 



in<lividuaLs who had completed BSRI»s a few weeks earlier* 
Subjects were contacted in the same a<inner as? in the 
previous study but were only .^iven an ambiguous story to 
work with* in addition to the original seasuresy three new 
measures were added. Firstf subjects were asked to indicate 
on an 1 i -point scale ( -5 lo +5 3 what sort of relationship 
flight l3LS crea terf by their allocationt tram "person" at -5 
throuiih "none" at 0 to "position" at +5» Second, on a 
similar scale they were asked to indicate whether and »hat 
kind of relationship tiiey intended ±q create with their 
allocation* Finally, they were asked to indicate their 
preference of a relationship (person or position) in a 
situation similar to that described in the story. 

Although the sex difference in allocation did not reach 
a conventional level of statistical s i ^-n if icancc , probably 
due to the small number of subjects used in this follcw-up 
study, the results were clearly in the expected direction* 
While only 46^ of the males proposed a 50/50 split, 73^ of 
the females did so (xf-l473, £<*20)* If we arc more 
^^enerous with our parity cate^jory, allowing it to ran^e from 
50/50 to 60/40t the male/female difference is more marked 
with 54% of the males usin:^ parity versus 91% of the females 
(xf=3*96, £<*05). 

The subjects* perceptions of the relationship described 
the story did replicate our earlier results* in that 
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there was no sex difference* As intended (and in contrast 
to our earlier study), on an 11-point scale (-5 person to +5 
nosition) fcotii males and females ^ere unclear about whether 
the relationship was personal or positional (means of .62 
and •OOf respec t ive ly )• 

The three new measures yielded interesting; data hut no 
clear sex differences. Two-thirds of the subjects indicated 
that they had not in ten to create a particular type of 

relationship with their allocation and that they would 
prefer ^ person rela tionshi p in the same si tuation* The 
means for males and females were quite simi.lar on these 
measures, indicatinpz no differential intention or preference 
of relationship. A major questioot however* had been 
whether the subjects felt that the allocation would create 
or foster a particular kind of relationship. Althouah the 
sex difference did not reach a conventional level of 
statistical s i ^ni f icance t females did tend to say their 
allocations would create person relationships to a greater 
extent than males (55'% vs 23%, respectively, made ratings of 
-3 or below on the 11 point scale described above; x?=2.52, 
P<«IS). Moreover, this measure was hiAihly correlated with 
allocation (r22=.72, p<^01)2. Thus, it would seem that 
although most of the subjects claimed that they prefer 
person r e la. t i onsh i ps and that they did not intend to create 
a relationship, in fact, they did feel txiat their 
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recommendeil allocation would create a particular kind of 

relationship and to the extent that there i^^ a sex 

difference in the allocationst there is a difference in the 
type of relationship. NCore equitable allocations uere seen 
to be more likely to crea te pos i t ion relationships, and more 
eaual allocations to create person rela ticnshi ps« Ihis 
datat then, could be seen as support for the idea that the 
desire to create a relationship is mediatin;^ the ^^ender 
difference in allocation. However, due to the failure to 
net a clear sex difference on the aeasure of relationship 
creation ana the fact that so few subjects report any 
intention of creating a relationship this support is not as 
strong ae one ati^ht wish* The stren;2tfc of xhe correlation 
between the subjects" allocation and the measure of 
relationship that would be created^ does su-^iest another 
role for relationship creation. That is, whatever may cause 
a particular allocation, the allocation does seesi to lead to 
a clear perception of relationship. This would seea to 
support Lerner, Miller, and Holmes* (IS'76) su^j^estion that 
resource allocation could, in fact, be seen as a tool in the 
determination of future contacts. 

Cur results then appear to indicate three thin^^s: 
1) When a relationship is defined for subjects, this 
definition is an important determinant of allocation for 
both sexes; 
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2) Only when relationship is not clearly eitber person or 
positioner is sex tiilferencc in allocation liKely - and 
then on Ly for tracti tional ly sex- typed indi vidua Is; and 

3 J i^esardless of how a reward is allocated, subjects of 
bo th sexes see the allocation as a de tern i nan t of future 
in te rac t ions* 

These conclusionst then, point to the fact that 
perceived relationship is a critical variable in the remard 
allocation process, and suggest that it uill be iaiportan< to 
examine the consequences (and causes) of perceived 
relationships in subjects actually involved in allocating 
rewards* 
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